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5 New Approaches to Security: From Strategic Studies to Security Studies 
J.D. Kenneth Boutin and Craig A. Snyder 
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INTRODUCTION 
The study of security issues has been an important focus within International 
Relations (IR) since the 1920s when the discipline was established. 'Strategic' 
studies emerged as the mainstream approach to the study of security due to 
the degree to which scholars engaged issues of , strategic' national importance. 
This approach dominated academic and policy thinking on security issues 
up until the end of the Cold War in the late 1980s. This dominance gradu-
ally eroded under the combined pressure of growing interest in emerging or 
'non-traditional' security issues, increasing attention to the security of non-
state actors and the impact on security of non-state actors, and a growing 
dissatisfaction with the perceived emphasis of strategic studies on 'problem 
solving' at the expense of the analysis of causal factors. 
The study of security issues presently is in a state of flux. Rather than 
resulting in a new disciplinary orthodoxy, dissatisfaction with the strategic 
studies paradigm has given rise to a rich intellectual environment encompass-
ing a host of varied approaches, which are not necessarily mutually exclusive. 
Scholars of this general approach have adopted the label 'security studies' to 
distinguish it from strategic studies. The security studies paradigm is not 
necessarily incompatible with that of strategic studies, as security studies 
provides considerable scope for scholarship that is informed by key aspects 
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of the approach of strategic studies, but their ontological and epistemological 
bases are quite distinct, and most students of security issues self identify in 
terms of one or the other. 
Before we can understand the nature of the debate over approaches 
to the study of security, we must understand where security studies fits in 
the wider conceptual framework of International Relations. It may seem 
logical to identify security studies and strategic studies as sub-fields of IR 
much like international law or international political economy. However, 
the problem with this is that one cannot separate many important elements 
of security/strategic studies from the political, economic or social elements 
of the international system. One cannot study the military implications of 
war, for example, without understanding the roots of inter-state rivalry, such 
as considerations of power, status, ideology, and wealth (Buzan 1987, 4). 
Michael Sheehan (2005, 1) argues that 'security' constitutes the very core 
of IR and that this centrality is what distinguishes IR from other disciplines 
such as political science, history, and economics. The study of security also is 
different in that it examines conflict, including the use, or threat of the use, 
of force and coercion, between actors in the international system over issues 
that threaten actors' core values. 
This chapter examines the transformation of the study of security issues 
within International Relations resulting from interest in overcoming the per-
ceived limitations of the strategic studies paradigm. The chapter begins by 
considering the key features of strategic studies. Though there are strong 
conceptual and empirical grounds for questioning the understandings inher-
ent in strategic studies, this paradigm is not without analytical utility and 
remains an important approach both in its own right and within the broader 
field of security studies. The chapter then analyses the evolution of the study 
of security and the implications of this for our understanding of security-
related trends and developments. The chapter concludes by considering the 
future prospects for the study of security issues. Our central argument is 
that the security studies paradigm provides a sound basis for understanding 
security-related domestic and international trends and developments in the 
complex global environment, though this comes at some expense in terms of 
disciplinary coherence. 
STRATEGIC STUDIES 
The strategic studies paradigm is very much the product of its formative 
environment. This approach to the study of security issues emerged and 
developed in tandem with the evolving discipline of IR. Their shared his-
tory began during the interwar period when the events leading up to the 
First World War encouraged more methodical scholarly enquiry into security 
issues. The approach of strategic studies proved relevant given the enduring 
salience of inter-state tensions and international conflict. As a result, the 
primacy of the strategic studies paradigm remained largely unchallenged until 
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the general transformation of the field of IR that first emerged in the 1970s 
and then deepened following the waning of the Cold War. This was manifest 
in the conceptualisation of security in terms of the military security of states. 
There was no serious challenge to the understanding of security advanced by 
strategic studies until relatively recently. (Sheehan 2005, 5) 
The key features of the strategic studies paradigm are consistent with 
the theoretical approach known as 'realism'. In fact, the two often are treated 
as virtually synonymous. Both feature a distinctive worldview based on 
assumptions about the nature of the political environment, the significant 
actors in the political environment, and the characteristic manner in which 
political actors interact with each other. Arguably, this worldview accurately 
reflected the state of affairs for most of the period from the 1920s through 
to the end of the Cold War, and was manifest in the tide commonly given to 
the discipline itself: International Relations. 
The strategic studies paradigm focuses on a particular category of 
actors: the state. The state constitutes an amorphous concept, but provides 
a useful means of dealing with a type of entity based around the ruling 
regime and the structures by which it manages internal and external national 
affairs, but which is more than the mere sum of all these aspects combined. 
Scholars working within the strategic studies approach consider states to 
be self-contained, autonomous actors that occupy a unique and privileged 
position in the global political landscape by virtue of the powers and rights 
that they gradually acquired over time. This is the result of the progressive 
development of norms, international law, and international institutions over 
the long course of inter-state interaction that served to entrench the rights of 
states. Scholarship within strategic studies invariably focuses on some aspect 
of the international system. 
One of the main criticisms of strategic studies is that this provides 
very little scope for considering non-state actors. While scholarship within 
this paradigm increasingly acknowledges the existence of non-state actors, 
both at the sub- and supra-state levels, most strategic studies scholars remain 
dismissive of the importance of such actors independent of states. They tend 
to regard individual non-state actors as under the effective influence-if not 
the direct control-of particular states. This has resulted in the rejection of 
non-state actors as a subject of scholarly attention within strategic studies. 
A focus on 'national security' is the logical outcome of the state-centric 
orientation of strategic studies. National security concerns those factors that 
affect the issues that are crucial to states. Issues of 'high politics' such as state 
strength or power, sovereignty, territorial integrity, and survival have all been 
prominent national security focuses, and are consistent with realism's estab-
lished focus on survival of the state. The scholarly attention devoted to issues 
of national survival increased following the introduction of nuclear weapons 
and viable delivery systems for these and other weapons of mass destruction 
(WMDs) during and after the Second World War. Moreover, as these weap-
ons threatened the very existence of states, many strategic studies scholars 
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focused on these as issues of primary concern. It is common to approach 
national security issues in relative terms due to the realist understanding of 
how the international system operates. Thus while scholarship may focus 
on the security of a particular state, it will do so in the context of potential 
external threats. 
The strategic studies paradigm similarly reflects realist assumptions 
about the nature of states and about state behaviour. Realists consider states 
to be self-interested actors that strive with each other in the pursuit oflargely 
incompatible national objectives in a zero-sum international system. For real-
ists the primary threat to the national security of any state emanates from other 
states, as the international system is anarchic and inherently competitive and 
conflictual. As a result, states must function within a 'self-help' environment, 
as they cannot rely on cooperation from any other states. This reinforces the 
tendency to assume that states' policies are deliberately hostile, though this 
is not always necessarily the case. While states are not necessarily engaged in 
or on the verge of conflict at any given time, the general incompatibility of 
their interests, which lead them to strive to maximize their power or security 
at the expense of others, means that the potential for conflict is understood to 
be ever-present. As a result, within the strategic studies paradigm, the scope 
for sustained inter-state collaboration is thought to be very limited. 
According to the strategic studies approach, states focus on the anarchic 
international system in regard to national security policy, and subordinate 
any domestic trends and developments to their international environment. 
Moreover, this approach considers internal factors in terms of their potential 
to threaten the security of the state. As such, the strategic studies paradigm 
has a domestic focus on 'internal security' that explicitly considers domestic 
trends and developments in terms of how they influence national security fac-
tors such as a state's power and survival. Though they share a domestic focus, 
attention to internal security issues within strategic studies rarely overlaps 
with the concern over the security of the individual citizens of the state that 
is possible within the security studies paradigm, as outlined in the section 
that follows. 
The particular understanding of security that is central to strategic stud-
ies, both in terms of the referent or subject of security (states), and the object 
of security (the nature or scope of security threats), has important implications 
for the study of security issues. This understanding enables scholars of strategic 
studies to focus on what they regard as objective factors, such as politico-mil-
itary trends and developments that potentially affect the relative strength of 
states, their military capabilities and vulnerabilities, and the strategies that stern 
from important national objectives. The strategic studies paradigm involves 
a strongly positivist epistemology which focuses on what are understood to 
be 'facts', Scholars of strategic studies accept that it is possible to study secu-
rity issues 'scientifically'. There is a strong aversion within this paraqigm to 
addressing subjective factors. There is a tendency, for example, to emphasise 
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the capabilities of other states rather than their intentions when assessing their 
potential threat to security. While this facilitates the study of the particular 
issues that are the traditional focus of strategic studies, its analytical framework 
is straightforward to the point where it is simplistic. 
These general features of strategic studies hold true with the nota-
ble exception of a particular approach that emerged relatively recently. The 
realist-constructivist approach is post-positivist in that it incorporates con-
sideration of normative issues alongside the material factors that constitute 
the usual focus of strategic studies. This provides a basis for the far more 
nuanced analysis of state behaviour than is possible under conventional stra-
tegic studies scholarship. Realist-constructivism remains firmly within the 
camp of strategic studies, however, in that its consideration of how security 
is 'constructed' in particular cases is relatively limited and subordinated to 
the established national security focus of strategic studies. 
For decades, the perceived policy relevance of strategic studies rein-
forced its hegemonic position within International Relations. Not only did 
strategic studies focus on high politics issues that were obviously of great 
importance to political authorities, but its framework provided an analytical 
model that helped to account for the prevalence of conflict in the interna-
tional system that served as a useful means of analysing relevant trends and 
developments. As its title suggests, strategic studies was seen as providing 
a sound basis for developing valid policy recommendations, as strategy is 
concerned with approaches to attaining policy objectives. The observation 
of Peter Paret that '[t]he history of strategic thought is a history not of pure 
but of applied reason' applies to the strategic studies as well. (Paret 1986, 3) 
While scholars of strategic studies do not necessarily focus on specific policy 
requirements, the perceived policy relevance and potential for contributing 
to policy development and implementation constitute added incentives in 
many cases. Moreover, the degree of overlap between strategic studies scholars 
and policy-makers, especially in the United States in the 1950s and 1960s, 
served to reinforce this image. This has contributed to the perception of 
scholars working outside of this approach that its potential close relationship 
to political actors compromises the 'objectivity' of strategic studies. 
The national security focus and apparently pragmatic approach of 
strategic studies is contributing to its continued acceptance in many circles. 
This is reflected both in its enduring popularity within academia and in the 
encouragement provided by many political authorities to strategic studies 
research. The strategic studies approach likely will remain the approach of 
choice for those concerned with issues such as national sovereignty, power, 
and survival. There is little potential scope for overlap with the security stud-
ies paradigm from the perspective of strategic studies. Proponents of strategic 
studies tend to be highly dismissive of non-realist scholarship for what they 
perceive as its 'idealism' and lack of relevance and practicality, as well as on 
conceptual grounds. 
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ENTER SECURITY STUDIES 
Though the strategic studies paradigm dominated the study of security issues 
until quite recently and still exerts considerable influence, it has been the sub-
ject of criticism for some time. The challenge to strategic studies intensified 
following the end of the Cold War, when the changing political environment 
provided the space for scholars and political authorities alike to reconsider the 
nature of security and the implications of established approaches to under-
standing and pursuing security objectives. (Kolodziej 1992, 1-2) 
The security studies paradigm emerged in the separate contexts of 
the academic and the policy environments. The questioning of established 
understandings and approaches to security by political authorities was most 
marked in developing and emerging industrial states, where it was noted that 
their security environments corresponded poorly-if at all-with the model 
suggested by strategic studies. In many of these states, non-state issues long 
have occupied a policy position as prominent as that of national security 
in the developed industrial states. The abrupt manner of insertion of many 
developing states into the international system, their relatively lower levels 
of socio-economic development, and the resulting requirement for 'state 
building' have encouraged the tendency to approach security in more 'com-
prehensive' terms that encompass far more than the national security issues 
that are the focus of strategic studies. (See Ayoob 1995,22-23, and Thomas 
1987, 1.) While strategic studies emphasised issues such as the global nuclear 
rivalry between the two superpowers, many policy makers found themselves 
increasingly responding to crises and security issues that were 'invisible' to 
the strategic studies paradigm, such as wars of national liberation, economic 
interdependence, poverty and environmentalism, that were directly threaten-
ing the well-being of a great many people. 
At the academic level, the paradigm shift to security studies has been 
encouraged by the more complex domestic and international environments 
for security. While it is arguably the case that neither of these environments is 
more complex now than in the past, the popular perception is that this is in 
fact the case. The distinction between the domestic and international spheres 
is increasingly blurry and it will only grow more so due to deepening processes 
of globalisation. The difficulties inherent in attempting to distinguish between 
these two spheres highlights the weaknesses of the analytical framework pro-
vided by strategic studies, prompting efforts to develop alternatives. 
The challenge to strategic studies emerged and developed prior to the 
onset of more general 'critical' analytical approaches in the social sciences, but 
has been strengthened and continues to develop in tandem with it. The cri-
tique of strategic studies that it is the logical product of an analytical approach 
that strives to arrive at the underlying causes of trends and developments is 
difficult to dismiss. Proponents of non-traditional approaches to the. study 
of security issues have mounted a sustained assault on the basic assumptions 
and boundaries of strategic studies that highlight its inadequacies. 
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Reinforcing the conceptual challenge to strategic studies are considerations 
of the appropriate objectives of the study of security issues. There are concerns 
that strategic studies involves a 'problem-solving' approach that does not lend 
itself to the understanding of the complex phenomena involved, and that while 
this over-simplification may facilitate developing national policies, it is ill-suited 
to resolving crucial problems. Critical security scholars have mounted the most 
determined critiques of strategic studies on these grounds. While the security 
studies approach has a very practical side to it, its direct policy relevance gener-
ally is far less pronounced than that of strategic studies. Security studies scholars 
concerned with human or societal security, for example, may promote courses 
of action that are highly inimical from the perspective of national political 
authorities. The security studies paradigm features a widening gap between the 
study and practice of security as a result. 
SECURITY STUDIES 
The security studies paradigm is far more complex than that of strategic stud-
ies. It is difficult to generalise about the security studies approach as a result. 
Rather than a single approach, it encompasses a range of approaches that 
share certain assumptions, but its coherence stems in part from its clear disa-
greement with some of the fundamental tenets of strategic studies. Despite 
this, the security studies paradigm supplements rather than supplants that of 
strategic studies, although the reverse is not the case. Strategic studies with 
its emphasis on military threats sits as a sub-set of security studies that adopts 
a broader definition of security threats. Nonetheless, the labels of security 
studies and strategic studies remain valid in terms of the self-identification 
of scholars of security. 
The liberal-institutionalist analytical perspective informs many streams 
of the security studies paradigm, while others reflect the understandings of 
the critical approach. What these have in common is the view that it is 
possible-if not advisable-to consider security in terms other than national 
security, that the state is not the sole important category of actor, and that the 
emphasis should be on the study and not the practice of security. 
The diffuse nature of the security studies paradigm is readily apparent 
in its conceptual base. Unlike strategic studies, there is no single set of con-
venient assumptions for the security studies paradigm. This is the case with 
respect to both the closely related aspects of levels of analysis-the actors 
that are the subject of focus-and the widening of what can be considered 
legitimate security issues. The security studies paradigm offers the potential 
for more nuanced and sensitive inquiry in terms of both areas. It is notable, 
for example, for its capacity to support multi-level and inter-disciplinary 
research into complex security-related questions, and to offer insights into 
aspects of security not addressed by strategic studies. 
It is important to note the overlap in the language of security. While 
many scholars of security studies distinguish between 'non-traditional' and 
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'traditional' security, both security as well as strategic studies employ many of 
the same security-related terms. The term 'economic security,' for example, 
can mean very different things in the context of strategic and security studies. 
Within strategic studies, this refers to the economic security of the state, such 
as in terms of 'defence economics', which involves the capacity of states to 
provide the means of defence. In security studies, this can refer to issues such 
as considerations of popular welfare, which is affected by economic issues. 
The 'security dilemma' similarly differs between strategic studies and 
security studies. A security dilemma results from the potentially counter-pro-
ductive impact of measures undertaken in an effort to promote security. The 
most notable manifestation of this involves inter-state 'arms races', whereby 
two or more states engage in competitive purchases of military equipment 
designed to ensure their military superiority. The dilemma stems from the 
fact that these actions, rather than increase the state's security, spark recipro-
cal action by the rival leading to a return to the initial perceived imbalance. 
In security studies, on the other hand, a 'security dilemma' can develop as 
a result of efforts to promote security at one 'level' which undermine it at 
another. Here efforts to promote military security may come at considerable 
cost in socioeconomic terms that, in turn, may lead to internal instability. For 
example, the economic and social disintegration of the Soviet Union towards 
the end of the Cold War was exacerbated by the perceived requirement for 
high levels of expenditure on national security. 
Beyond the state: security and non-state actors 
The security studies paradigm is notable for its lick of a single focal point. 
The state does not constitute the sole or even a necessary unit of analysis. 
The scope it provides for considering the security of actors other than the 
state includes looking within state structures to consider the different actors 
involved, and it is open to alternative levels of analysis involving a host of 
categories other than the state. In many cases, this involves a direct focus on 
sub-state actors. There is a growing body of scholarship on human security 
and societal security, which are largely integral to states. This can involve the 
analysis of the manner in which socio-economic, environmental, and even 
identity factors directly impact on people. Many scholars working within this 
approach would argue that an exclusive focus on state security is misplaced at 
this diverts attention from more fundamental levels at which security should 
be considered. 
This scope does not necessarily involve a particular level of analysis. 
Different scholars focus on particular types of actors in their analysis of secu-
rity. It even is possible to focus on the state within this framework. Unlike 
the case with strategic studies, however, in the context of security studies, a 
focus on the state often accompanies consideration of other actors rhat are 
not states, and does not share the worldview of strategic studies. 
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Analysing security at levels other than that of the state is a particularly 
complex exercise. This potentially involves dealing with actors that do not 
themselves consider the issues involved to be security issues, even if they 
approach the issues in question in terms that are consistent with traditional 
approaches to security. It also may require a multi-level approach that consid-
ers multiple types of actors, or a focus on trends that develop gradually over 
an extended period of time. 
The approach of security studies highlights the potentially incompat-
ible nature of security at different levels. National security may detract from 
human or societal security, for example. This may involve perceptions of a 
security dilemma, but as noted above, this is quite distinctive from that found 
under strategic studies. Here it revolves around the potential for measures 
taken at one level to promote security to impact negatively on security at 
another level. The most obvious manifestation of this involves efforts by 
state authorities to maintain domestic order using the coercive instruments 
of state power. Not as obvious, but no less serious, is the potential impact on 
individuals or groups within states of the diversion of scarce resources from 
socio-economic objectives to military development. 
The consideration of security at levels other than the state and in terms 
that accord some importance to actors other than states encourages attention 
to issues other than in terms of power considerations, as will be discussed in 
the section that follows. 
Beyond power: new security issues 
The widespread attraction of the security studies paradigm is due in no 
small part to its capacity to accommodate inquiry into issues other than the 
politico-military issues that are the traditional focus of strategic studies. Early 
security studies scholars such as Barry Buzan took issue with the military 
focus of strategic studies. He identified five 'sectors' that security needed 
to be considered in terms of, these being the military, political, economic, 
societal, and environmental sectors. The military sector concerns the strategic 
studies assumptions of externally-based military threats to states by states. 
The political sector is concerned with questions or threats to the sovereignty 
of the state. Threats can be external (that is, emanating from other states) or 
internal (deriving from dissatisfied sections of the population that question 
the legitimacy of the ruling regime). The economic sector is concerned with 
the control of and threats to access to resources, trade, and finance. The 
international economic system itself can be seen here as a referent of security 
as some question how the liberal international economic order, promoted 
by the West, advantages the Western developed states at the expense of the 
developing states. The societal sector involves threats to the cultural, lin-
guistic, and cultural security of groups of people who exist outside of formal 
state boundaries. These may be sub- or supra-state groups, or nations whose 
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traditions and cultures may be threatened by a state's actions. Finally, the 
environmental sector is concerned with preserving the ability of the Earth's 
biosphere to sustain human activity. (Buzan 1991, 19-20) 
In the view of Buzan, the security concerns of strategic studies, the 
security of the state from external, military threats was just one of five forms 
of threat the state could face. Buzan was careful to emphasise that the sectors 
he identified were not mutually exclusive and that there was a great degree 
of overlap among them. Security concerns could emanate from one sector 
and manifest themselves in another, for example. Moreover, the state as the 
primary referent of security was challenged as many non-traditional security 
issues are distinguished by a direct impact at levels below or above that of the 
state, and on actors other than the state. 
The general security studies approach encompasses a growing body of 
scholarship that focuses on diverse aspects of security. In many cases, this 
accepts the importance of the state as an actor even if it does not focus on the 
state as an actor. Increasingly, however, scholars are applying critical theory 
approaches to the study of security. In doing so, they raise questions about the 
nature of the international system itself and the power relationships that form 
the system. The critical security approach questions the basic assumption of 
realism that the international system is a predetermined entity that is not sub-
ject to change. The structures of the international system are neither natural 
nor absolute. Instead, critical theorists argue that the international 'system' is 
socially constructed. That is, it exists because there is general agreement that 
it should exist. This does not necessarily involve any conscious decisions, but 
reflects the impact of human interaction, which has produced the structures 
of the international system. Unlike realists, who see the international system 
as anarchic, critical theorists hold the view that this 'anarchy' is socially con-
structed rather than evolving naturally. As a result, critical security involves 
a strong focus on 'changing the way we think about security and the role, 
and indeed the very makeup, of the actors' within the international system. 
(Snyder 2008, 4) 
Securitization 
The openness within the security studies approach to varied understandings 
of what constitutes security extends to examination of the processes by which 
issues come to constitute security issues. This involves the issue of'securitiza-
tion'. This framework emerged initially in the very specific context of how 
important issues were discussed as security issues. Ole Wa:ver (1995, p 54) 
coined the term 'securitization' in asking, 'What really makes something a 
security problem?' His answer was that: 
[o]perationally, however, this means: In naming a certain development a 
security problem, the 'state' can claim a special right, one that will, in the 
first instance, always be defined by the state and its elites. Trying to press 
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the kind of unwanted fundamental political change on a ruling elite is 
similar to playing a game in which one's opponent can change the rules at 
any time s/he likes. Power holders can always try to use the instrument of 
securitization of an issue to gain control over it. By definition, something 
is a security problem when the elites declare it to be so. 
As such an issue is 'securitized' simply through the act of a state (that 
is, its elites) calling it a security problem. As a result, this privileges the state's 
position in that it holds the ability to identify security issues. David Mutimer 
(2008,49-50) identifies an important implication ofWa::ver's notion of secu-
ritization. That is, in naming a certain development a security problem, the 
state claims special rights in regard to it. As a result, the state can adopt any 
measures that it perceives as necessary to secure itself against the threat. In 
the name of national security a state may undertake actions that would be 
unacceptable in the absence of the threat identified. For example, most states 
are able to act secretly and withhold information from their citizens in the 
name of 'national security'. 
The most pervasive of the special rights claimed by a state in this regard 
is the claim on social and economic resources in the name of national secu-
rity. As in the earlier example of the Soviet Union during the Cold War, its 
spending on military development to protect it from an attack by the United 
States and its allies placed an overwhelming burden on the Soviet economy 
and social structure. wrhile not to the same extent, Western democratic states 
make similar claims to resources for 'defence forces' that could otherwise 
improve the quality of life for their populations. 
Another issue arising from the state's ability to securitize issues is that 
there is a tendency for states to militarize issues when they securitize them. 
As David Mutimer (2008, 50) notes, the example of the American 'War on 
Drugs' is very informative in this regard: 
In 1990, the United States state identified illicit drugs as a threat to 
American security, and proceeded to wage a 'war on drugs', which looked 
in many ways like any other war. Efforts at interdiction-preventing 
drugs produced outside the United States from entering the country-
were conducted by para-military and military police operations. The 
US military even became involved in physical assaults on the cocaine 
producers in South America. The danger in trying to securitize issues in 
order to claim access to resources is that the issue will become the preserve 
of the military. 
Since its initial formulation, the framework of securitization has acquired 
considerable currency in the much broader and more general sense the way 
issues are treated as security issues. Essentially, issues become security issues 
when they are treated as security issues. The securitization approach consti-
tutes an important analytical innovation with significant implications for 
the study of security issues. As attitudes toward particular issues vary greatly 
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between cases, what constitutes a security issue can differ from state to state. 
The securitization approach offers the potential to develop critical insights 
that strategic studies is incapable of identifying, let alone addressing. 
IMPLICATIONS FOR THE STUDY OF SECURITY ISSUES 
The transition from strategic to security studies has major analytical implica-
tions. On one hand, it provides the basis for much richer and more nuanced 
understandings of security-related trends and developments in what many 
regard as an increasingly complex security environment. On the other hand, it 
continues to generate considerable criticism from scholars concerned that this 
serves to distract attention from the issues that are of the greatest importance 
in security terms, such as survival at the state level. There also is concern that 
the intellectual coherence that formerly characterised the study of security 
has evaporated. 
Security agendas 
The increasing popularity of the security studies paradigm has implications for 
states' security agendas and for the study of security to be relevant to the needs 
of the contemporary international system. Baldwin (1995, 126-8) argues 
that it needs to question three broad issues: security as a goal, the means of 
pursuing security and the relationship between security and domestic affairs. 
To begin with, security as a goal raises questions as to the continued relevancy 
of security as the primary objective of states. Strategic studies scholars will 
continue to insist on the primacy of security but it'is important to ask if it 
is necessarily still the primary goal of all states at all times in today's world. 
Similarly it is important to consider although security is important, whether 
there are other issues that are either just as important or even more important 
to address. For example, how relevant is national security in cases where states 
face pressing economic or social problems? In addition, it is important to 
examine the long-term effects of specific security policies and whether they 
provide long- or only short-term security, and whether there is a danger that 
past policies have resulted in 'blowback', that is, the creation of new threats, 
such as environmental issues or new rivals. 
In the West, questions as to the marginal costs of security are also being 
raised. For example, if defence budgets provide for greater security than 
is considered necessary it might be useful to divert some of this funding 
to other projects such as economic development or social welfare. While 
some may argue that in the era of global terrorism there can be no surplus 
expenditure on national security, it is legitimate to ask questions about what 
role the West may have had in facilitating, at least, the rise of militant Islamic 
extremism. Questions as to the extent and nature of the West's response and 
how best to spend resources in combating the threat also need to be raised. 
This involves not only the cost of any military action but also the extent that 
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the West has sacrificed democratic values in the name of 'national security'. 
(Snyder 2008, 8) 
The strategic studies paradigm emphasises the study of the means 
to security and not the goals of security. This is, as Barry Baldwin (1995, 
128-30) argues, a very un-Clauswitzian approach to the study of strategy in 
that they are ignoring the purpose for which the military force will be used. 
"While strategic analysts during the Cold War considered externally-derived 
military threats to be their primary security concerns, it was understandable 
that the primary response to these threats would be military as well. However, 
when we consider a wider range of threats from both within and without 
a state, what is needed is a more balanced or comprehensive approach to 
security. With the rise of global terrorism, the response, led by the neo-
conservatives in the US, has been to focus on the military dimension of the 
threat rather than to examine the political, social or economic issues that 
have led to the rise of groups like al-Qaeda and their antipathy towards the 
West. (Snyder 2008, 8) 
As discussed above, there is a close relationship between strategic stud-
ies and realism that regards states as the principal actors in the international 
system. It therefore is difficult for strategic studies to address domestic sources 
of insecurity. Moreover, in the contemporary era, the object of security is 
shifting away from the state to the individual, sub-state or supra-state group. 
The relationships between these actors and the state are increasingly seen as 
sources of threats to security. (Baldwin 1995, 130-1, and Snyder 2008,8-9) 
There is considerable scope for security studies to inform policy agendas in a 
comprehensive security environment, but much of a focus on doing so will 
leave this paradigm open to criticisms concerning a lack of objectivity that 
have been levelled at strategic studies for some time. 
While the security studies paradigm is very useful in terms of inform-
ing our understanding of the issues that constitute the formal or de facto 
security agendas of political authorities, its greatest value lies elsewhere. The 
security studies approach encourages enquiry that pushes the boundaries of 
the discipline. This objective is implicit throughout the entire security studies 
paradigm, and often is explicit in those streams that are based on critical analyti-
cal approaches. The objective of 'emancipation', which can be seen as a process 
for considering the basis and impact of the understandings that inform analysis 
and as a means of rising above them, is seen by many critical security scholars 
as an integral and necessary part of their craft. (Wyn Jones 2005, 215-16) This 
is providing a basis for ground-breaking scholarly enquiry. 
FUTURE PREDICTIONS 
The strategic studies/security studies debate, including over the best way 
to study security issues, the relevant merits of strategic studies and secu-
rity studies, and their respective levels of objectivity, is certain to continue. 
Though the security studies paradigm is supplanting strategic studies as the 
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mainstream approach to studying questions of security, the strategic studies 
paradigm remains useful. It is noteworthy that the strategic studies approach 
has survived periods where its assumptions of internecine conflict between 
the major actors of the international system have appeared problematic, such 
as during the period of detente in the 1970s during the Cold War. The shift 
from strategic studies to security studies as the dominant approach to the 
study of security within International Relations should not be seen as linear 
or as irreversible, as the rise of militant extremism in the 1990s demonstrates 
the continued role for paradigms such as strategic studies. , 
While security studies offers a more nuanced approach to the study of 
security, it is important to be wary of broadening the agenda of security too 
far, as if everything can be a security threat, it becomes impossible to offer 
predictions as to security issues. For strategic studies, the focus may be very 
narrow but it does offer clarity and simplicity of focus. Security analysts need 
to be diligent in questioning their own assumptions of what constitutes a 
security threat and the range of tools that are available to analyse and address 
the issues involved. Otherwise, there is a danger that the study of security will 
become indistinguishable from the study of international relations. 
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